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D. Davis challenges the order terminating his parental rights to the minor child based on
his inability to provide proper care and custody* and the existence of a reasonable likelihood that
the child would be harmed if returned to Davis care? We affirm.

In genera, Davis claims that the trial court erred in finding that the evidence was
sufficient to warrant the termination of his parental rights. Specifically, Davis contends the trial
court erred in finding that he was incapable of providing proper care and custody for the child
solely based on his incarceration. A statutory ground for termination must be proven by clear
and convincing evidence®  Although Davis acknowledges that his parental rights were
terminated under two separate statutory subsections®, his argument addresses only termination
under the provision pertaining to the inability of a parent to provide proper care and custody for
their minor child. Where a respondent does not challenge a trial court’s determination with
regard to one or more of several statutory grounds, this Court may assume that the trial court did
not clearly err in finding that the unchallenged grounds were proven by clear and convincing
evidence.® Further, the failure of Davis to address an issue that must necessarily be reached to
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reverse the trial court precludes appellate relief.° Asaresult, the failure of Davis to address the
termination of his parental rights based on the trial court's determination of a reasonable
likelihood of harm to the child if placed in his care can serve to preclude relief on appeal.’

Nonetheless, we find no clear err in the trial court's determination that Davis was
incapable of providing proper care and custody for the minor child was established by clear and
convincing evidence®? Davis actually concedes that his incarceration prevented him from
providing proper care or custody. He argues only that the evidence did not support a finding that
he would not be able to provide proper care and custody within a reasonable time. Contrary to
Davis assertions, the evidence showed that the child is very young with specia needs as she has
been diagnosed with hydrocephalus, a brain cyst and shunt that require regular and ongoing
medical attention and monitoring. The minor child never resided with Davis and he did not
provide her with any financial support. Davis will be in prison until 2018 and he had not made
any arrangements for the child’s care in his absence, did not provide a power of attorney to
assure the child’s ability to receive necessary medical care, and made no attempts to be in
contact with his daughter.

Based on the unrebutted evidence, we find that the trial court did not clearly err in
determining that Davis would be incapable of providing proper care and custody within a
reasonable time given the child’'s age and documented medical needs. The length of Davis
prison sentence, coupled with his failure to offer any plan or efforts to assure the child’s receipt
of care in his absence or provide the child with any financial support distinguishes his
circumstances from cases in which children are placed with a family member pending the
imminent release of arespondent from prison with efforts successfully undertaken in anticipation
of reunification with his or her child following release from an incarceration.’

Affirmed.
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/s Elizabeth L. Gleicher
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